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United States Court of Appeals f(|)r the 

District of Columbia j 

Xo. GS;!!). I 

I 

Frances ^[. Curry, Appellant, 1 

I 

vs. I 

Spencer B. Curry, and Lillian Kraemer Cui^ry. 

i 

I 

- I 

! 

i 

a Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

Equity. No. 54910. 

Frances M. Curry, Plaintiff, 
vs. 

j 

Spencer B. Curry, Defendant; Lillian Kraemer Curry, 

Co-Defendant. 

United States of America, 

District of Colionhia, ss: | 

Be it remembered. That in the Supreme Cour): of the 
District of Columbia, at the City of Washin<i-ton,| in said 
District, at the times hereinafter mentioned, the fbllowini*- 
papers were filed and proceeding’s had, in the abovefentitled 
cause, to wit: ! 

I 

1 Bill of Complaint for Divorce. \ 

Filed October 12, 1932. j 

I 

In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

Equity. Xo. 54910. | 

Frances M. Curry, Plaintiff, | 

vs. i 

Spencer B. Curry, Defendant; Lillian Kraemer Curry, 

Co-Defendant. 

To the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia plaintiff 
states as follows : 

1. That the plaintiff, Frances M. Curry, is a citizen of the 
United States, a resident of the District of Columbia, and 

1—6339a i 
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has been snch resident for more than three years last ])ast; 
that slie Is ]iow teni])orarily resldin.i^' with lier sister at Ber¬ 
wyn, ]^laryland, and she l)ein<»-s this suit in lier own rii^ht. 

2. That the defendants, 8])encei* B. Curiy and Lillian 
Kraemer Currv, are citizens of the United States and resi- 

ft / 

dents of the District of Columbia and have been such resi¬ 
dents for more than three years last past, and are sued in 
their own ri^ht. 

3. That the plaintiff and the defendant Spencer B. Curry 
were duly and lawfully married in Washiipu-ton, District of 
('"olumbia, on the 12th day of Aug’ust, 1912. That thereafter 
the jdaintiff, hnd said defendant S])encer B. Curry, lived 
and co-habited as man and wife until about Januarv 5, 
1929, when the said defendant, without just cause, left and 
deserted the })laintiff; that the said defendant, Spencer B. 
Curry, after he deserted the ])laintiff, lived for a while at 
the Raccpiet Club, then for a while with his mother, and on 

to-wit, the 5th dav of Februarv, 1951, went throu<>-h 
2 a marriai»-e ceremony with the co-defendant, Lillian 
Kraemer Curry, and lived with the said co-defendant 
for a while at the Shoreham Hotel and later moved to 1841 
Park Road, X. AV., Washiimlon, where thev now reside as 
husband and wife. 


4. That no issue was born of the marriaii’e between the 
])laintiff and the defendant Si)encer B. Curry. 

5. That after the said defendant, Spencer B. Curry, de¬ 
serted the ])laintiff, he ])aid to her approximately $150.00 a 
month up and until about February, 1950, when on, to-wit, 
February 15, 1950, the said defendant caused that there be 
sent to the ])laintiff at ^liami, Florida, only $100.00, and 
caused the plaintiff to be advised that the remaining- $50.00 
would be forthcoming when a conference was held between 
lier attorney and the attorney for the said defendant. That 
the said plaintiff was without funds and it was necessary 
for her to return to the Citv of AVashington and to arrange 
for the requested conference. 

G. That a number of conferences were held, and that as 
a result thereof, the said defendant and the plaintiff entered 
into a written agreement on, to-wit, the 25th day of July, 
1950, whereby the said defendant agreed to pay to the plain¬ 
tiff, for her chre and siqiport, on the tirst day of each and 
every month thereafter, the sum of $150.00, for and during 
the period of her natural life and until her death or re- 
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marriaico, said payments to be made ‘‘notwithstaiiidine: the 
fact, liowevor, of anv divorce which tlio said wifel mav oh- 
tain from tiie said husband”; that by the terimj of said 
agreement, the said defendant did agree to assign and 
transfer to the plaintiff all the household furnitu|-e in the 
former residence of the said ])laintiff and the sai(| defend¬ 
ant, that said agi'oement recited that the said defendant 
liad, bv deed of even date with said agreement, (fonveved 
said residence to Helen Hawlings, which {)roperty 'ivas then 
subject to a trust in the sum of $8000.00, with the provision 
that the said Helen Rawlings should convevithe said 
3 ])roperty to the plaintiff’ and in consideratiqn there¬ 
for the ])laintiff’ released the said defendant ^rom all 
obligations of support and from all the claims, except as 
provided for in the contract. j 

7. That the said co-defendant, Lillian Kraemeij Curry, 
was for a long time a friend of the plaintiff, that though 
she ceased, on to-wit, sometime in the year 1927 br 1928, 
to bo a friend of the plaintiff, yet she pretended to be her 
friend and frequently called on and came to see tqe plain¬ 
tiff and defendant, that, in fact, said co-defendai|t, from 
the time last mentioned, was interested in the said Idefend- 
ant and alienated his affections and attentions from the 
plaintiff to herself; and that said co-defendant cahsed the 
said defendant to leave and desert the said plaintiff^. 

8. That at the time of the execution of the afjoresaid 
separation agreement, the said defendant desired! that a 
divorce be secured by the plaintiff so that he coulq marry 
the said co-defendant; and that before the said defendant 
would pay any money to the plaintiff or permit Si^id real 
estate to be conveyed to her, and as a condition prejcedent, 
he required that the plaintiff agree to leave Wash|ington, 
D. C. and go to Reno for the purpose of securing a liivoree 
from him, well knowing that the plaintiff would immedi¬ 
ately return to Washington, D. C. after a decree of divorce 
was granted to her and well knowing that the pmintiff 
was and alwavs, had been a resident of the District of Co- 
lumbia, that pursuant to said agreement the said c|efend- 
ant purchased a railroad ticket to Reno for the plaintiff, 
that the plaintiff, on, to-wit, the 6th day of August^ 1930, 
left Washington and went to Reno, and upon her Arrival 
she went to an attorney in Reno, whose bill the sbid de¬ 
fendant paid, and she caused a suit to be filed in the ^econd 
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Judicial District Court of the State of Nevada, in 

4 and for the County of Washoe, wherein she was 
named as plaintiff and the said Spencer B. Curry 

was named as defendant, that on, to-wit, the 15th day of 
November, 1930, said cause came on for hearing; the ])lain- 
titf appeared in person and by her attorney and the de¬ 
fendant, having filed an answer, appeared by his attorney, 
but not in person; the said defendant neither i)roduced 
nor submitted any evidence; and the Court entered an 
Order that the marriage then existing between Frances M. 
Curry and Spencer B. Curry be dissolved and that the 
defendant pay to the plaintiff $150.00 as alimony each 
month. Immediately after the aforesaid decree was signed 
tlie plaintiff returned to the City of Washington, D. C., 
as the defendant well knew she would, and upon her re¬ 
turn, after the aforesaid decree was entered, the said Helen 
Eawlings conveyed the, aforesaid property to her. 

9. That at the time of the aforesaid divorce neither the 
plaintiff nor the defendant was a resident of the State of 
Nevada, but both were residents of the District of Co¬ 
lumbia; that therefore said Court In the Second Judicial 
District of the State of Nevada, in and for the Countv of 
Washoe did not have jurisdiction over either the plain¬ 
tiff or the defendant, and its said Decree and Order were 
void and of no effect; and that the plaintiff and the de¬ 
fendant, except as aforesaid, have not been divorced from 
one another and are still husband and wife. 

10. That the aforesaid agreement was conditioned upon 
the verbal agreement on the part of the plaintiff that she 
would secure the aforesaid divorce; that said agreement is 
therefore against public policy and is void. 

11. That thereafter, on, to-wit, the 5th day of February, 
1931, the said defendant, though still married to the plain¬ 
tiff, went through a marriage ceremony with the co-defend¬ 
ant, and has continuously since said time lived and 

5 cohabited with the said co-defendant, in the Dis¬ 
trict of Columbia, and has on numerous occasions 

during said time committed adultery with the said co¬ 
defendant ; that at the time of said marriage, the defendant 
was and still is married to the plaintiff; that therefore the 
marriage between the defendant and the co-defendant is 
null and void. 

12. That the plaintiff has not lived or cohabited with the 
said defendant since he committed the said acts of adulterv. 
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13. That since December 1931, except as heijeinafter 
stated the said defendant lias failed and refused |o make 
any ])ayment whatsoever to the i)laintiff, that as result 
thereof, and in order to eat and live, and in an attempt 
to pay the interest and taxes on the aforesaid holise, the 
plaintiff was compelled to borrow about $1500.00 and to 
secure the same by a second trust upon the said piemises; 
that when the note which she gave matured, she wa.^ unable 
to pay the same, that as a result the said propej'ty was 
foreclosed and sold, and that she is now destitute, ^s with¬ 
out any means whatsoev’er, has no property nor |iiicomo, 
is unable to pay her attorney, and is compelled ^o tem¬ 
porarily live with her aged sister, about 65 years iof age, 
who in turn is dependent upon her work for hei[ liveli¬ 
hood and is unable to take care of and provide |’or the 
plaintiff; that the plaintiff has sought to obtain employ¬ 
ment, but without any success. Tliat on September 20, 
1932, the defendant, Spencer B. Curry, did pay, without 
prejudice to the plaintiff or to him, the sum of $50.00 to 
the plaintiff’s attorney for her. 

14-. That, the plaintiff is informed, believes, exp^Kds to 
prove and therefore avers, that the said defendant is a 
member of various clubs, among which are the riacquet 
Club, The Beaver Dam Country Club, and The Congres¬ 
sional Club, that the defendant and the co-defendant, have 
between them two automobiles, that the co-defend- 
6 ant, before her marriage to the defendant, 'scorked 
in the Navy Department; that the defendant at one 
time had an insurance business which he sold, a^id for 
which, the ])laintiff is informed, believes, expects to ])rove 
and therefore avers, the defendant is still being paid for 
in monthly installments; that said defendant is nowi again 
engaged in the insurance business, and though the|piain- 
tiff is without specitic information as to his income'there¬ 
from, she is advised, believes, expects to })rove and Ithere- 
fore avers that said defendant receives or earns from his 
said business and from the payments on account (|)f the 
sale of his other business a verv substantial sum of nhonev, 
to-wit, not less than $500.00 a month; that during theilatter 
part of the time the plaintiff and defendant lived together 
he always made a very comfortable living; that is t^ say, 
from $12,000 to $15,000 a year, and that he made numerous 
and various investments, and the plaintiff believes th^t the 
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defendant now has substantial sums of money invested in 
stocks, bonds and securities. 

Wherefore, the premises considered, plaintiff prays: 

1. That process may issue a. 2 :ainst the defendant, Spen¬ 
cer B. Curry, and the co-defendant, Lillian Kraenier Curry, 
commanding them to appear herein on a day certain to 
answer the exigencies of this bill. 

2. That the plaintitf be granted an absolute divorce from 
the bonds of marriage now existing between herself and 
the defendant, Spencer B. Curry. 

3. That plaintiff be awarded alimony pendente lite, and 
])ermanently, together with reasonable counsel fees during 
and at the conclusion of this cause and costs of this suit. 

4. That an order be passed decreeing and adjudging that 
the agreement entered into by and between the plaintiff 

and the defendant under date of July 25, 1930, is 
7 void, and that it be cancelled and set aside. 

5. That the Decree entered In the Second Judicial 
District Court of the State of Nevada in and for the Countv 
of Washoe granting a divorce between the ])laintiff and 
the defendant, Spencer B. Curry, be decreed null and void. 

6. And for such other and further relief as to the Court 
mav seem just and proper. 

FRANCES :\r. CURRY, 

Plaintiff. 


HILL, ROSS & HILL, 

By F. W. HILL, Jr., 

Attorneys for Plaintiff. 


District of Columbia, 55: 


Frances M. Curry, being first duly sworn, deposes and 
says that she had read the foregoing Bill of Complaint by 
her subscribed and knows the contents thereof, and that all 
the facts set otit therein she verilv believes to be true. 

FRANCES M. CURRY. 


Subscribed and sworn to before me this 11th day of Oc¬ 
tober, 1932. 

[seal.] ruth V. STILES, 

Notary Public, D. C. 


Commission expires Oct. 29, 1932. 
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8 Answer of Spencer B, Curry. 

Filed October 31, 1932. 


Answering the Bill of Complaint filed herein tjhe de¬ 
fendant, Spencer B. Curry, respectfully shows to thd, Court 
as follows: I 


He admits that the plaintiff is a citizen of the fJnited 
States but denies that she is a resident of the District of 
Columbia, and savs that she is a resident of Berwvn, 

Maryland. 

■ 

He admits the allegations of paragraph two of tl^e Bill 
of Complaint. 

III. 

Answering the allegations of paragraph three if the 
Bill of Complaint he admits that he left home when he and 
the plaintiff were living together on or about Januaiiy 5th, 
1929, and did not thereafter return to said home; he ^dmits 
that he and the plaintiff were married at the plac^ and 
time alleged; he admits that on the 5th day of February, 
1931, he went through a marriage ceremony with tl|ie co¬ 
defendant. his present wife, Lillian Kraemer Curry, and 
avers that the said marriage was perfectly legaj and 
proper. | 

IV. 

He admits the allegations of paragraph four of th^ Bill 
of Complaint. 1 


Answering the allegations of this paragraph he | says 
that he is without knowledge as to whether or not the plain¬ 
tiff was without funds at any time while she wgs in 
9 Florida, and can neither admit nor deny the said al¬ 
legations. He admits the other allegations of I said 
paragraph. i 
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VI. 

He admits the allegations of paragraph six of the said 
Bill of Complaint, and with reference to the quotation from 
the separation agreement quoted therein, says that said 
provision was inserted in said agreement at the request 
and insistence of the plaintiff and her Counsel. 


VII. 

Answering I the allegations of paragraph seven he ad¬ 
mits that his ])resent wife liad been for a long time a friend 
of the plaintiff and emphatically denies all the other allega¬ 
tions of said paragraph. 

VIII. 

Answering paragraph eight of the Bill of Complaint this 
defendant denies that he desired the ])laintiff to secure 
a divorce so that he could marry the co-defendant: he ad¬ 
mits that he arranged for the purchase of a railroad ticket 
tor the {)laintiff to Beno, and says that tlie arrangements 
for payments to the plaintiff and tlie conveyance of the real 
estate i-eferred to to her, were in accordance with the 
agreement freely and honestly entered into between the 
])laintitt and defendant through their respective Counsel: 
he denies that he well knew that the ])laintiff would im¬ 
mediately return to Washington, after a decree of divorce, 
and avers that he is informed and believes and ex])ects 
to ])rove that it was the plaintiff's intention when she left 
AVashington to go to Keno to remain in the Stale of Nevada 
even after she obtained a divorce, and tliat she onlv re- 
turned to Washington, D. C., because of her inability to 
find (‘m])loyment in the State of Nevada: he admits that he 
caused to be paid the fee and expenses of the ])laintiff's 
Attorney in Reno, through her AVashingtoii At- 
10 torney: he admits that suit was filed in Nevada as 
alleged, that the plaintiff appeared in person and by 
Attorney and that he caused his appearance to be entered 
by Attorney and filed an Answer to the petition for 
divorce: he admits that he produced no evidence: he admits 
that the Court entered a decree of divorce, and that said 
decree required the defendant to pay to the plaintiff One 
Hundred and Fifty ($150.00) Dollars a month as alimony: 
he admits that thereafter the real estate referred to was 
conveyed to the plaintiff. 
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IX. I 

He denies the allegation of paragraph nine of jlhe Bill 
of Complaint that the plaintiff was not a resident; of the 
State of Nevada and avers that she was a residenit of the 
State of Nevada, and was continuously and physically 
])resont therein during all the time required by u\e Laws 
of the State of Nevada, and that in her Bill of Co|mplaint 
she swore that for more than three months immbdiatelv 

I 

preceding the filing of the same she had been ‘‘(Continu¬ 
ously, and now is, a bona fide resident of, and dut’ing all 
of said period of time, continuously has had, and n^w has, 
her permanent domicile, residence and home within the 
County of Washoe, State of Nevada, and has beer physi¬ 
cally, corporally and actually present in said County and 
State during all of the aforesaid period of time”; h(i denies 
that the said Court in Nevada was without jurisdiction 
over the yilaintiff and denies that its decree was void; he 
denies that he and the plaintiff are still husband and wife. 


He denies that the agreement referred to in this para¬ 
graph was conditioned upon the verbal agreement that the 
plaintiff would secure the aforesaid divorce, but avers that 
the said plaintiff and defendant had discussed the matter 
of a divorce and she had expressed an inten[tion of 
11 suing for divorce, and that the said agreement re- 
fei’red to was entered into for the purpose of Adjust¬ 
ing and compromising all property cynestions and irights, 
r<nd to provide for her suyiyiort. j 

XI. I 

Answering the allegations of paragraph eleven tjiis de- 
fendant admits that he went through a marriage cer|emony 
witli the co-defendant and avers that the marriage thereby 
soh'mnized is a legal and binding one; he denies that he 
is still married to the yfiaintiff; he admits that sii'jce his 
marriage to the said co-defendant he has lived ajid co¬ 
habited with her in the District of Columbia, and denies 
tliat their relationship is an adulterous one. | 

XII. 

Answering the allegations of yoaragraph twelve he ad¬ 
mits that the plaintiff has not lived or cohabited witJh him 
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VI. 

He admits the allegations of paragraph six of the said 
Bill of Complaint, and with reference to the quotation from 
the separation agreement quoted therein, says that said 
provision was inserted in said agreement at the request 
and insistence of the plaintiff and her Counsel. 


VII. 

Answering the allegations of paragraph seven he ad¬ 
mits that his present wife had been for a long time a friend 
of the plaintiff and emphatically denies all the other allega¬ 
tions of said paragraph. 

VIII. 

Answering paragraph eight of the Bill of Complaint this 
defendant denies that he desired the ])laintiff to secure 
a divorce so that he could marry the co-defendant; he ad¬ 
mits that he arranged for the purchase of a railroad ticket 
for the j)laintiff to Keno, and says that the arrangements 
for payments to the plaintiff and the conveyance of the real 
estate referred to to her, were in accordance witli the 
agreement freely and honestly entered into between the 
l)laintiff and defendant through their res])ective Counsel; 
he denies that he well knew that the plaintiff would im¬ 
mediately i-eturn to 'Washington, after a decree of divorce, 
and avers that he is informed and ])elieves and expects 
to pi-ove that it was the plaintiff's intention when she left 
'Washington to go to Keno to remain in tlu' State of Nevada 
even after she obtained a divorce, and that she onlv re- 
In rued to 'Washington, D. C., because of her inability to 
iind em])loyment in the State of Nevada; he admits that he 
caused to be ])aid the fee and expenses of the plaintiff's 
Attorney in Keno, through her 'Washington At- 
10 torney; he admits that suit was filed in Nevada as 
alleged, that the plaintiff appeared in person and by 
Attorney and that he caused his appearance to be entei‘ed 
by Attorney and filed an Answer to the petition for 
divorce; he admits that he ])roduced no evidence; he admits 
that the Court entered a decree of divorce, and that said 
decree required the defendant to pay to the plaintiff One 
Hundred and Fiftv (s;150.00) Dollars a month as alimonv; 
he admits that thereafter the real estate referred to was 
conveyed to the plaintiff. 
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IX. j 

He denies the allegation of paragraph nine of jtlie Bill 
of Complaint that the plaintiff was not a residenlt of the 
State of Nevada and avers that she was a residept of the 
State of Nevada, and was continuously and pllysically 
])resent therein during all the time required by tl^e Laws 
ot‘ the State of Nevada, and that in her Bill of Ccjmplaint 
she swore that for more than three months immbdiately 
preceding the filing of the same she had been ‘‘Continu¬ 
ously, and now is, a bona fide resident of, and during all 
of said period of time, continuously has had, and how has, 
her permanent domicile, residence and home within the 
County of Washoe, State of Nevada, and has beeif physi¬ 
cally, corporally and actually present in said Cou^ity and 
State during all of the aforesaid period of time”; h^ denies 
tliat the said Court in Nevada was without jurisdiction 
over the ])laintiff and denies that its decree was '^^oid; he 
denies that he and the plaintiff are still husband ai|d wife. 

X. j 

He denies that the agreement referred to in thi^ para¬ 
graph was conditioned upon the verbal agreement that the 
plaintilf would secure the aforesaid divorce, but avbrs that 
the said plaintiff and defendant had discussed thelmatter 
of a divorce and she had expressed an intenition of 
11 suing for divorce, and that the said agreemjent re- 
fei-red to was entered into for the purpose of jadjust- 
ing and com])romising all property questions and!rights, 
r<nd to provide for her support. | 

I 

Answei-ing the allegations of paragraph eleven t^iis de¬ 
fendant admits that he went through a marriage ceremony 
with the co-defendant and avers that the marriage therebv 
solemnized is a legal and binding one; he denies that he 
is still married to the plaintiff; he admits that sihee his 
Tnai’riage to the said co-defendant he has lived a^d co¬ 
habited witli her in the District of Columbia, and Idenies 
tliat their relationship is an adulterous one. j 

XII. j 

Answering the allegations of paragraph twelve be ad¬ 
mits that the plaintiff has not lived or cohabited with him 
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since his manriage to the co-defendant and denies that he 
has committed any acts of adultery. 

XIII. 

Answering paragraph thirteen of the Bill of Complaint 
he admits that since the month of December, 1931, he has 
not made any payment whatsoever to the plaintiff, and says 
that in the month of December, 1931, he paid her Seventy- 
live ($75.00) Dollars on account of the One Hundred and 
Fifty ($150.00) Dollars due for that month; he avers in 
this connection that the Great National Insurance Com- 
})any, with which he was identified as President went into 
the hands of Receivers on the 18th day of December, 1931, 
and his salary as President of said Company, which con¬ 
stituted his entire income, had not been paid for some time 
prior to said receivership; he avers that since the failure 
of the Great .National Insurance Company he has made 
every endeavor possible to earn sufficient upon which to 
live and to make payments to the plaintiff under the agree¬ 
ment hereinbefore referred to, but without success, 
12 that his efforts for all the present year of 1932 have 
resulted in his earning only the sum of Two Hun¬ 
dred and Nine Dollars and Fifty-nine ($209.59) Cents. He 
admits that on September 20th, 1932, he paid to the plain- 
tilT without prejudice the sum of Fifty ($50.00) Dollars, 
and avers tliat this sum he was obliged to borrow from a 
friend; he is without information as to the other allega¬ 
tions of said paragraph thirteen and can neither admit 
nor denv the same. 


Answering the allegations of paragraph fourteen he de¬ 
nies that he is a member of anv of the clubs referred to in 
this paragraph except the Congressional Country Club, the 
membership in which he would like to dispose of because of 
his financial inabilitv to carrv the same; the automobile re- 
ferred to as beiii" owned bv this defendant is one which he 
had prior to the failure of the Great National Insurance 
Company, andi which he uses in an effort to promote a small 
insurance business which he is attempting to build up; he 
denies that he is receiving any monthly installments from 
the sale of an insurance business, and denies that he has 
any investments of any value, but avers that the invest- 
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monts tliat lie did liave such as tlie Great National Insur¬ 
ance Company stock have turned out to he worthless. 

And further answerin<»- the said Bill of Comiilaint this 
defendant says that from the time of his se])aration from 
the plaintiff in the month of January, 1929, u]) to the pres¬ 
ent time that he has jiaid to her in cash and in the value of 
real and personal pro})erty transferred to her, the jiayment 
of bills incurred by her and ex])enses incident to the divorce 
proceeding referred to, the sum of Nineteen Tjiousand 
Three Hundred and Forty-nine Dollars and Twehje ($19,- 
349.12) Cents. That the plaintiff, after their sej'paration 
squandered and wasted the money which he paid to jher and 
made no effort to live within her income; he|further 
13 avers that on the 9th day of March, 1932, tlje plain¬ 
tiff brought suit against him in the Municipal Court 
of the District of Columbia to recover the sum of Five Hun¬ 
dred and Twenty-five ($525.00) Dollars representing the 
amount due for one-half the month of December, lf)31, and 
the following months of January, February and ^March, 
1932, under and by reason of the provisions of the agree¬ 
ment, dated the 25th day of July, 1930, referred to in the 
Bill of Complaint, and in her affidavit of ^lerit in said suit 
she recited that she and the defendant had “for a vjaluable 
consideration entered into a certain agreement, jvherein 
the defendant agreed to pay to her the sum of One Hundred 
and Fifty ($150.00) Dollars per month so long as s^ie shall 
remain unmarried,^’ and that thereafter the 'Municipal 
Court did enter a judgment in favor of the plaintiff’ in the 
aforesaid suit and said judgment is still in for^e and 
effect; that attached to the Declaration and Affidavit!in said 
suit was a copy of the said agreement, of July 25tl[i, 1930. 
That in compliance with the terms of the said agreement 
this defendant caused to be transferred to the plaintjiff real 
estate with an equity of the value of Fifty-five Hhndred 
($5500.00) Dollars, and furniture worth Forty-fiv^ Hun¬ 
dred ($4500.00) Dollars, made the payments of Onp Hun¬ 
dred and Fifty ($150.00) Dollars per month contiijuously 
and regularly when due until financial reverses madt it ab¬ 
solutely impossible for him to meet the terms of saidj agree¬ 
ment. I 

And this defendant further avers that the decree |for di¬ 
vorce obtained by the plaintiff in Nevada, provided for the 
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])aymont by the defeiulant to the ])laintilY of the sum of One 
Hundred and Fifty ($150.00) Dollars per month as perma¬ 
nent alimony for her su})port and maintenance and fur¬ 
ther authorized and directed the defendant to deed to the 
])laintitf all his riglit, title and interest in the real estate re¬ 
ferred to in the Bill of Complaint. That the said plaintiff 
was paid and accepted alimony in the sum of One 
14 Hundred and Fifty ($150.00) Dollars per month 
from the date of the said Decree until December, 
1931, and the real estate referred to was deeded to her in 
accordance with the terms of said Decree, and defendant is 
advised and believes and therefore avers that the plaintiff 
is estopped, therefore, from questionini>- the validity of the 
Nevada divorce in this jurisdiction. 

And having-! fully answered this defendant prays that the 
said Bill of Complaint be dismissed with his proper costs 
in this behalf incurred. 

SPENCER B. CURRY. 

BURKART & QUINN, 

By HENRY I. QUINN, 

Attorneys for Defendant. 

City of Washixgtox, 

District of Colionhia, ss: 

Spencer B. Curry, being first duly sworn on oath deposes 
and says that he has read the foregoing answer by him sub¬ 
scribed and knows the contents thereof; that the matters 
and things therein stated of his own personal knowledge 
are true and those stated upon information and belief he 
believes to be true. 

SPENCER B. CURRY. 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 31st day of Octo¬ 
ber, A. D., 1932. 

FRANK E. CUNNINGHAM, 

Clerk, 

By CHAS. B. COFLIN, 

Asst. Clk. 
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15 of Plaintiff to Allrpafions of Drfenflinit irifli 

lif'Spect to Sions of c('c. | 

Filed Xoveniber 21, 1932. j 


To the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia I 

I 

Plaintiff states as follows: j 

Replying- to that portion of paragraph 14 in wjiich the 
defendant states that from the time of his separatiJ)n from 
the plaintiff in the month of January, 1929, up to tjie pres¬ 
ent time, he has paid to her in cash and in the valued of real 
and personal property transferred to her, the ])ayinent of 
bills incurred by her and expenses incident to divorce pro¬ 
ceedings, the sum of $19,349.12, and to the defendant’s al¬ 
legation that she, the plaintiff, has squandered and wasted 
the money which the defendant ])aid to her; this ]j)lamtiff 
denies that she has either squandered or wasted the money 
paid to her by defendant but on the contrary states tlhat she 
has endeavored to live in a most economical manneu-; that 
with respect to the allegations of defendant that the equity 
in the real estate transferred by him to the plaintifjf had a 
value of $5,500.00 and that the furniture had a v|ilue of 
$4,500.00, plaintiff states that said real estate and Sijid per¬ 
sonal property had values far lower than the said values; 
that said real estate was subject to a first trust in the sum 
of $8,000.00, that because of the necessitous circumstances 
of the plaintiff as set out in her Bill of Comi)laint resulting 
from the failure of the defendant to pay to her the monthly 
payments as agreed, she was compelled to borrow $1,500.00 
and to secure the same by a second trust upon said prop¬ 
erty; that when the second trust matured she was unable 
to meet the i)ayments and the ])roperty was foreclosed and 
did not bring any surplus over and above the second trust, 
and that plaintiff alleges, believes and avers that the fair 
equity in said property at the time it was tranjjferred 
16 to her by the defendant, over and above saijd first 
trust, did not exceed the sum of $2,000.00; tlujt with 
respect to the household furniture which the defendfint al¬ 
leged to be the value of $4,500.00, plaintiff states that when 
the house was foreclosed as afore.said she endeavolred to 
sell the same and the highest offer she received froinj a sec- 
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ond-liand furniture dealer was the sum of $150.00 for all of 
said furniture with the exception of the oriental rugs; that 
the fair valjie of the oriental rugs amounts to approxi¬ 
mately $400.00 ; that the plaintiff believes, expects to prove 
and therefore avers that the fair value of all of said prop¬ 
erty did not exceed $550.00; that therefore the total equity 
in said real estate and the total value of said ])ersonal prop¬ 
erty turned over by the defendant to the plaintiff was ap¬ 
proximately $2,500.00; that with respect to the payments 
made by the defendant to the plaintiff, plaintiff states that 
during the calendar year of 1929 the defendant paid to her 
the sum of $1,650.00; that during January and February 
of 1930 the defendant paid to her the total sum of $300.00; 
that from March up to August 5,1930, the defendant failed, 
refused and declined to pay to her anything unless and un¬ 
til she would leave town to go to Reno to secure a divorce; 
that on August 6th the defendant paid to her the sum of 
$150.00 and delivered to her a railroad ticket to Reno about 
one-half hour before train time; that during September, 
October and November the said defendant paid to the plain¬ 
tiff $150.00 per month, and that out of said sums she paid 
for food on the train and while at Reno and for lodging 
while at Reno; that after she returned from Reno to the 
District of Columbia and sometime during the month of 
November 1930, defendant paid to her then attorney the 
sum of $750.00, same being for the monthly payments which 
accrued from !March to and including July, and re- 
17 paid to the plaintiff the sum of $250.00 which he had 
theretofore borrowed from the plaintiff; and deliv¬ 
ered to her the deed to the above mentioned house; that it 
then appeared that the first trust upon said house was over¬ 
due and had to be renewed and that there were taxes over¬ 
due and that her attorney was compelled out of the $750.00 
to pay the renewal commission, charges for examination of 
title and certain interest and taxes upon said property, all 
in the total sum of $341.00, and also to pay certain living ex¬ 
penses incurred by the plaintiff during the period of March 
30 to August 5,1930, when the defendant failed and refused 
to pay her anything and that after paying of said charges 
in connection with the renewing of said trust and said ex¬ 
penses, delivered to the plaintiff the sum of approximately 
$100.00; that in December 1930 the defendant paid to the 
plaintiff the sum of $150.00; that during the first eleven 
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months of 1931 the said defendant paid to the plaijitiff the 
sum of $150.00 per month, and in December paid thb sum of 
$75.00, making a total of $1725.00 paid to the plainiiff dur¬ 
ing the year 1931; that on September 30, 1932, defendant 
paid to the plaintiff the sum of $50.00. The total c^sh paid 
to the plaintiff by the defendant since January 1, |L929, to 
the present date is $5,070.00 and th^ total value of the per¬ 
sonal property and the real estate turned over to the plain¬ 
tiff by the defendant is $2,550.00, so the total value o^ every¬ 
thing paid, including said real estate and said dersonal 
property, and turned over to the plaintiff by the deiendant 
since January 1929, is $7,615.00. The defendant did pay 
the fees of plaintiff’s two attoimeys who represented her in 
connection with the said divorce proceedings in Reijio, that 
is, the attorney in Washington City and the attorney in 
Eeno; that the attorneys now representing her in t^iis suit 
did not then represent her; that she is without infoijmation 
as to what sums of money the said defendant ^aid to 
18 said attorneys though- she understood that th^ fee to 
the attorney in Reno was $250.00; that afjer the 
plaintiff and defendant separated said defendant requested 
that certain personal property in said house be turned over 
to him, such as medals, jewelry, pictures, painting, shaoking 
articles, chifforobe and books, and that all of said girticles 
were sent to him. 

FRANCES M. CUI^RY. 

HILL, ROSS & HILL, | 

By F. W. HILL, Jr., | 

Attonieijs for Plaintiff. 1 

! 

District of Columbia, ss: j 

Frances M. Curry, being first duly sworn, dejaoses and 
says that she has read the foregoing answer by he|i’ sub¬ 
scribed, knows the contents thereof, and that all thb facts 
set out therein she verilv believes to be true. ! 

FRANCES M. CURfeY. 

I 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 12th (^ay of 
November, 1932. 1 

[seal.] ruth V. STILES,! 

Notary Public, D. C. 
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Answer of Lillian Kraemer Curry. 

Filed December 29, 1932. 

Answering the Bill of Complaint filed herein, the defend¬ 
ant, Lillian Kraemer Curry, respectfully shows to the 
Court as follow’s: 

19 I. 

Answ'ering'paragraph one of the Bill of Complaint she 

admits that the said Frances M. Currv is a citizen of the 

* 

United State?, is without Enowdedge as to her residence, 
and calls for strict proof thereof. 

II. 

She admits the allegations of paragraph tw’o of the Bill 
of Complaint. 

III. 

She admits |the marriage of the plaintiff and the defend¬ 
ant, Spencer B. Curry, and that after said marriage they 
lived together as man and wdfe until January 5th, 1929, 
she admits that on the 5th day of February, 1931, that this 
defendant and the said Spencer B. Curry went through a 
marriage ceremony, wdiich she is advised, believes and, 
therefore, avers, w'as a lawful ceremony which legally 
united them as man and wife; she admits that thev arc 
residing together as man and wife, as they liave a perfect 
right to do, and that they lived and now live at the ])laces 
and place referred to in paragraph three of the Bill of 
Complaint. She has no know’ledge of the other matters 
referred to in said paragraph three and can neither admit 
or deny the same but if material calls for strict proof 
thereof. 

IV. 

She admits the allegations of paragraph four of the Bill 
of Complaint. 

V. 

She has no knowledge of the matters referred to in 
paragraph five of the Bill of Complaint and can neither 
admit nor deny the same. 
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She has no knowledge of the matters referred to 
20 in the paragraph six of the said Bill of Complaint 
and can neitlier admit nor deny the same. I 

VII. 1 

I 

Answering the allegations of paragraph seven of j the Bill 
of Complaint she admits that she was on friendly terms 
with the plaintiff, but positively denies that she piletended 
to be her friend when the feeling of friendship ha(]l ceased 
to exist; she denies positively that she was interested in 
the defendant when he was living with the plaintjiff, and 
denies that she alienated his affections from the plaintiff 
or caused the said defendant to leave and desert the said 
plaintiff. | 

VIII. I 

Answering the allegations of paragraph eight [the de¬ 
fendant says that she has no knowledge concerning the 
same, can neither admit nor deny the said allegati(j)ns, but 
if material calls for strict proof thereof. I 

IX. i 

1 

Answering the allegations of paragraph nine this de¬ 
fendant savs that she is informed and believes andi there- 

♦ } 

fore, avers, that the said plaintiff was a resident of the 
State of Nevada, swore that she was a resident in her Bill 
of Complaint filed in Keno and that the Court in which she 
filed her Bill of Complaint for divorce had jurisdiction 
over the plaintiff and the defendant, Spencer B. Curliy, and 
that said Decree and Order were valid. She avers, there¬ 
fore, that the said plaintiff and the said Spencer B., Curry 
have been divorced and are not now husband and wifle. 

I 

X. 

Answering the allegations of paragraph ten this defend¬ 
ant says that she has no knowledge concerning the same, 
can neither admit nor deny, but if material calls foi[ strict 
proof thereof. ! 
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Answer of Lillian Kraemer Curry. 

Filed December 29,1932. 

• «#«*«• 

Answering the Bill of Complaint filed herein, the defend¬ 
ant, Lillian Kraemer Curry, respectfully shows to the 
Court as follows: 

19 1. 

Answering paragraph one of the Bill of Complaint she 
admits that the said Frances M. Currv is a citizen of the 
United States, is without Knowledge as to her residence, 
and calls for strict proof thereof. 

II. 

She admits the allegations of paragraph two of the Bill 
of Complaint. 

III. 

She admits I the marriage of the plaintiff and the defend¬ 
ant, Spencer B. Curry, and that after said marriage they 
lived together as man and wife until January 5th, 1929, 
she admits that on the 5th day of February, 1931, that this 
defendant and the said Spencer B. Curry went through a 
marriage cer<?niony, which she is advised, believes and, 
therefore, avers, was a lawful ceremony which legally 
united them as man and wife; she admits that they arc 
residing together as man and wife, as they have a perfect 
right to do, and that they lived and now live at the places 
and place referred to in paragraph three of the Bill of 
Complaint. She has no knowledge of the other matters 
referred to in said paragraph three and can neither admit 
or deny the same but if material calls for strict proof 
thereof. 

IV. 

She admits |the allegations of paragraph four of the Bill 
of Complaint. 

V. 

She has no knowledge of the matters referred to in 
paragraph five of the Bill of Complaint and can neither 
admit nor deny the same. 
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She has no knowledge of the matters referred to 
in the paragraph six of the said Bill of C(j)mplaint 
and can neitlier admit nor deny the same. | 

I 

VII. i 


Answering the allegations of paragraph seven ofj the Bill 
of Complaint she admits that she was on friendlp' terms 
with the plaintiff, but positively denies that she pifetended 
to be her friend when the feeling of friendship hacj ceased 
to exist; she denies positively that she was interested in 
the defendant when he was living with the plainl|itf, and 
denies that she alienated his affections from the plaintiff 
or caused the said defendant to leave and desert ihe said 
plaintiff. | 

VIII. i 


Answ’ering the allegations of paragraph eight 
fendant says that she has no knowledge concerhi 
same, can neither admit nor deny the said allegatii 
if material calls for strict proof thereof. 


the de- 
ing the 
ns, but 


IX. 


Answering the allegations of paragraph nine this de¬ 
fendant says that she is informed and believes and^ there¬ 
fore, avers, that the said plaintiff was a residenti of the 
State of Nevada, swore that she was a resident in her Bill 
of Complaint filed in Eeno and that the Court in wljich she 
filed her Bill of Complaint for divorce had jurisdiction 
over the plaintiff and the defendant, Spencer B. Curk*y, and 
that said Decree and Order were valid. She aversJ there¬ 
fore, that the said plaintiff and the said Spencer B.j Curry 
have been divorced and are not now husband and wi^e. 


Answering the allegations of paragraph ten this defend¬ 
ant says that she has no knowledge concerning the same, 
can neither admit nor deny, but if material calls foij* strict 
proof thereof. ! 
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XI. 

Ans'w;ermg the allegations of paragraph eleven of 
21 the Bill of Complaint the defendant admits that she 
and the co-defendant, Spencer B. Curry, went 
through a marriage ceremony on the 5th day of February, 
1931, and avers that bv virtue of said ceremonv she became 
the lawful wife of the said Spencer B. Curry; she admits 
that since the said date she has lived and cohabited with 
the said co-defendant in the District of Columbia and 
denies positively that their relations have been adulterous; 
she denies that at the time of her marriage with the co¬ 
defendant that he was still married to the plaintiff; she 
denies that the marriage between her and the co-defendant 
is null and void. 

XII. 

Answering the allegations of paragraph twelve she ad¬ 
mits that the plaintiff has not lived or cohabited with the 
co-defendant since January 5th, 1929, but again denies that 
the relationship between the said co-defendant and herself 
was adulterous. 

XIII. 

Answering the allegations of paragraph thirteen of the 
Bill of Complaint this defendant says that she has no 
knowledge of ithe matters therein referred to and can 
neither admit nor denv the same. 

XIV. 

This defendant is advised that it is not necessary for her 
to answer the allegations of said paragraph fourteen. 

And having fully answered this defendant prays that the 
said Bill of Complaint may be dismissed with her proper 
costs in this behalf incurred. 

i LILLIAN KRAEMER CURRY. 

BURKART & QUINN, 

By HENRY I. QUINN, 

Attorneys for Defendant, 

Lillian Kraemer Curry, 








F. M. CURRY VS. S. B. CURRY. 


19 


22 District of Columbia, ss: | 

Lillian Kraemer Curry, being first duly sworn,| deposes 
and says that she has read the foregoing Answer by her 
subscribed and knows the contents thereof, and th^t all the 
facts set out therein she verily believes to be true, j 

LILLIAN KRAEMER CIJRRY. 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 28thl day of 
December, A. D., 1932. j 

[seal.] HELEN R. SASSCER, 

Notary Puhlicl D, C. 

Plff’s Ex. 1. 5/25/34. | 

1 

Certificate of Marriage. | 

No. 57999. I 

Filed Jun. 15,1934. 

I hereby certify that on this 12th day of August, 11912, at 
St. James’ Church, Washington, D. C., Spencer Bi Curry 
and Frances M. Miller were by me united in marriage, in 
accordance with the license issued bv the Clerk i of the 

^ I 

Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 1 

(Name:) WM. TAYLOE SNYDER, j 

Priest 

(Residence:) 1317 19th St., N. 

Washington, p. C. 

To be delivered to contracting parties. I 

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law. I 
Filed June 15, 1934. I 

1 

This cause coming on to be heard at this term, up|on the 
bill of complaint, the answers thereto, evidence being taken 
in open Court and argument of counsel; whereuppn, the 
Court makes the following: I 

i 

23 Findings of Fact. | 

I 

1. The plaintiff, Frances M. Curry, is a citizen bf the 
United States, a resident of the District of Columbib, and 
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has been such resident for more than three years last past, 
and is now residing temporarily in the State of Maryland. 

2. The defendants, Spencer B. Curry and Lillian Krae- 
mer Curry, are citizens of the United States and residents 
of the District of Columbia, and have been such residents 
for more than three years last past. 

3. The plaintiff, Frances M. Curry, and the defendant, 
Spencer B. Curry, were lawfully married in the District of 
Columbia on the 12th day of August, 1912, and cohabited as 
man and wife in said District of Columbia until to wit, the 
5th day of January, 1929, when they separated; that no issue 
were ever born as a result of said marriage. 

4. That after said separation both the plaintiff and de¬ 
fendant, Spencer B. Curry, continued to reside in the Dis¬ 
trict of Columbia; that for a while Spencer B. Curry paid 
to the plaintiff the sum of One Hundred Fifty Dollars 
($150.00) a month; that on P^bruary 15, 1930, when the 
plaintiff was in Plorida for a short visit, Spencer B. Curry 
caused to be sent to her the sum of One Hundred Dollars 
($100.00) and advised her that when she returned to Wash¬ 
ington, and a conference was held, the balance of Fifty Dol¬ 
lars $50.00) Would be paid; that the plaintiff returned to 
Washington and Spencer B. Curry advised the plaintiff and 
her brother that he would make no further payments to the 
plaintiff until 'she agreed to his terms, which were that she 
should obtain a divorce, and no further payments were made 
until the agreements hereinafter mentioned were executed. 

5. That on to wit the 25th day of July, 1930, the plaintiff 

and the defendant, Spencer B. Curry, made and en- 
21 tered into a written separation agreement reciting 

among other things that unhappy disputes had 
arisen between them as a result of which thev were then 
separated and living apart, and further, that they intended 
to live apart from each other during the remainder of their 
natural lives and providing further that it was the desire 
of the said parties to settle, adjust, and compromise all 
questions of property rights, maintenance and support of 
the plaintiff by the said Spencer B. Curry; said agreement 
provided further for the payment of One Hundred Fifty 
Dollars ($150.00) per month by the said defendant Curry, 
to the plaintiff, for life, or until she remarried; said 
agreement provided further that the said Spencer B. Curry 
would convey, and give to the plaintiff all of the house- 
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hold furniture in the residence then occupied by |the plain¬ 
tiff ; said agreement provided further that | the said 
Spencer B. Curry had, by good and suflScient ^eed, con¬ 
veyed unto one Helen Kawlings, the home occupied by the 
plaintiff, with the express stipulation that the said Helen 
Rawlings should convey the same to the plaintiff in con¬ 
sideration of the plaintiff releasing and dischajrging the 
said Spencer B. Curry from all further obligation^ of main¬ 
tenance and support and from all other claims, ijights and 
duties arising out of the marital relation, the p4>Tnent of 
the aforesaid sum of One Hundred Fifty Dollars |($150.00) 
each and every month excepted. | 

6. The written agreement did not provide wheif the said 

real estate should be conveyed by Helen Rawlings to the 
plaintiff, but it was verbally agreed that this shoulii be done 
upon the plaintiff’s securing a divorce from Sjiencer B. 
Curry. | 

7. That again on July 25,1930, the said Frances jM. Curry 
and the said Spencer B. Curry made and executed h further 
written agreement providing, among other thihgs, that 
unhappy differences had arisen between the sai(^ parties, 

and, the undersigned wife, plaintiff hei^ein, had 
25 threatened to institute proceedings for an [absolute 

divorce against the said Spencer B. Curry |and pro¬ 
viding further that the parties desiring to enteij into an 
agreement to settle any and all rights that each mav have in 
the property of the other in the event a decree foif divorce 
was obtained by the plaintiff and to settle the aiiiount of 
maintenance which the said Spencer B. Curry wajs to pay 
to the plaintiff herein as permanent alimony, and provid¬ 
ing further that each of the parties had engaged an attor¬ 
ney to represent them, and i)roviding further and again for 
the payment of the sum of One Hundred Fifty Dollars 
($150.00) by the said Spencer B. Curry to the plajintiff as 
permanent alimony so long as she should remain uiiniarried 
and providing further that in the event plaintiff lhad ob¬ 
tained a decree of divorce, that the final decree tljierefore 
should contain a provision for the payment of the afore¬ 
said permanent alimony and providing further that the 
said Spencer B. Curry should deed to his wife al|l of his 
right, title, and interest in Lot 62, square 2111 in |he Dis¬ 
trict of Columbia, standing in the joint names of the plain¬ 
tiff and said Spencer B. Curry, and providing further that 
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the deed for same should be held in escrow by counsel for 
said Spencer B. Curry until the plaintiff should have pro¬ 
cured a decree for absolute divorce as aforesaid. 

8. That the plaintiff left the District of Columbia on or 
about the 6th day of August, 1930, and proceeded to Reno, 
in the Countv of Washoe in the State of Nevada, and 
while at that place, on to wit the 15th day of November, 
1930, she, the plaintiff herein, applied for a decree of di¬ 
vorce a vinculo matrimonii from the said Spencer B. 
Currv, in the Second Judicial District of the State of 
Nevada; that the said Spencer B. Curry did not appear in 
said proceedings, but filed an answer therein and appeared 
by his attorney; that the said Court granted unto the plain¬ 
tiff, Frances M. Curry, a divorce a vinculo matrimonii, 

which became final with the signing of said decree 
26 on the 15th day of November, 1930; that the said 

Frances M. Currv on the said dav left Reno and 
returned to the District of Columbia, and resumed her 
residence here. 

9. That the said Spencer B. Curry paid the attorney fees 
to counsel representing this plaintiff in the District of 
Columbia for services rendered by him to the plaintiff in 
connection with the aforesaid agreement; he also paid the 
attorney who represented the plaintiff in Reno, and like¬ 
wise paid her expenses to and from Reno. 

10. That after said divorce was obtained the said Spen¬ 
cer B. Curry, caused to be delivered to the plaintiff herein, 
the aforesaid deed to the real estate herein mentioned, that 
she also received the household goods and furniture, and 
he also continued to pay unto her the aforesaid sum of 
One Hundred Fifty Dollars ($150.00) per month as pro¬ 
vided in the separation agreement, up to December 18, 
1931; that tbe defendant, Curry, lost his position on to wit 
the 18th day of December, 1931, at which time he paid the 
plaintiff Seventy-Five Dollars ($75.00) instead of the sum 
of One Hundred" Fifty Dollars ($150.00) as provided for. 

11. That on the 9th day of March, 1932, the plaintiff sued 
the defendant, Spencer B. Curry, in the Municipal Court 
of the District of Columbia, to recover the sum of Five 
Hundred Twenty-Five Dollars ($525.00) under the provi¬ 
sions of the separation agreement dated July 25, 1930, and 
that she procured judgment thereon, which has not been 
satisfied. 
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12. That on September 20, 1932, Spencer B. Ciirry paid 
to the plaintiff the sum of Fifty Dollars ($5O.0O); that 
with the exception of this one payment he has pai(|l nothing 
to her since December, 1931; that the plaintiff hadjno prop¬ 
erty other than said house and furnititre; that 

27 some time after December, 1931, she borrcjwed One 

Thousand Five Hundred Dollars ($1,500.00) on the 

house, which was subject to a first trust of Eight ’^ifhousand 
Dollars ($8,000.00) when it was deeded to her;]that she 
was unable to meet the payments and the house ^k^as fore¬ 
closed; that it did not bring sufficient to pay her Anything 
over and above said trusts; that the plaintiff has jno other 
property; that she has endeavored to secure employment 
but with the exception of taking in sewing, she w^s unable 
to secure a position until in March of this year, A|ffien she 
was employed as a housekeeper, which employment is to 
continue until June of this year, and in this position she is 
paid Forty-Five Dollars ($45.00) a month; that| she has 
been compelled to spend part of the time with hei^ brother 
and part of the time with her sister. j 

13. That on to wit the 5th day of February, l{931, the 
defendant, Spencer B. Curry, and the co-defendan^, Lillian 
Kraemer Curry, participated in a ceremonial maijriage in 
the State of Virginia, and are living together in the Dis¬ 
trict of Columbia as man and wife. That the plaintiff, prior 
to the time she signed the separation agreement of July 
25, 1930, knew that the said Spencer B. Curry intended to 
marry the said Lillian Kraemer Curry immediately after 
the plaintiff procured a decree of divorce; that she did pro¬ 
cure a decree of divorce in Reno as aforesaid w'ith that 
knowledge. That the said Frances M. Curry \^as not 
coerced, or in any^vise forced to leave the District of Co¬ 
lumbia and go to Reno to get an absolute divorce, ^hat the 
plaintiff, Frances M. Curry, at all times, recognized the 
said decree of divorce in Reno as a valid legal Hivorce, 
until the defendant, Spencer B. Curry, failed to make the 
full payments of alimony as contemplated by the tj3rms of 
the separation agreement of July 25,1930; that the jamount 
agreed to be paid as alimony under the aforesaid 'separa¬ 
tion agreement, was embodied in, and became par| of the 

decree of divorce granted in Nevada as| afore- 

28 said. I 

14. That until December, 1931, the said defendant, 
Curry, as Vice-President of an Insurance Conipaiy, was 
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making Seven Hundred and Fifty Dollars ($750.00) per 
month, which he is making no longer; that he has always 
been in the insurance business; that now he and one J. Stan¬ 
ley Long are operating as Long & Curiy and represent the 
Ohio Casualty Insurance Company, the National Casualty 
Company, the Minnesota Mutual Life Insurance Company, 
and the United States Branch of the Century Insurance 
Company, Limited; that they maintain offices in the Barr 
Building, and occupy four or five rooms and employ four 
girls; that prior to her marriage, Lillian Kraemer was em¬ 
ployed in one of the Government Departments; that she is 
not now employed; that the defendant and the co-defendant 
have two automobiles. 

Wherefore, the Court hereby arrives at the following. 

Conclusions of Law. 

1. That the said decree of divorce was procured by the 
plaintiff herein with the knowledge that the said Spencer B. 
Currv intended to marrv the co-defendant, Lillian Kraemer 
Curry, which the Court holds was connivance on the part of 
the said Frances ]\I. Curry, and that she cannot be heard to 
complain as a result thereof in this Court. 

2. That the said Frances M. Curry is as it were in pari 
delicto with the principal defendant and does not come into 
equity with clean hands and is estopped in this Court to 
impeach the decree of divorce procured by her in the Second 
Judicial District Court of the State of Nevada in and for 
the County of Washoe, as aforesaid on the grounds of her 
own fraud and collusion upon that Court. 

3. That this Court should not, nor cannot give any 
29 relief to the plaintiff herein and that this bill should 
be dismissed. 

June 15,1934. 

i DANIEL W. 0 ^DONOGHUE, 

Justice. 


Final Decree Dismissing Bill. 

Filed June 15, 1934. 

# * * # * # 

This cause came on to be heard at this term; and there¬ 
upon, upon consideration thereof, it is by the Court this 
15th day of June, 1934, 
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Adjudged, ordered and decreed that the bill of cdmplaint 
filed herein be, and the same is hereby dismissed.! 

It is further ordered that there be allowed to iFrancis 
W. Hill, Jr., attorney for the plaintiff, the sum of Qne hun¬ 
dred dollars ($100.00) as counsel fee herein, and| the de¬ 
fendant, Spencer B. Curry, is ordered and directe4 to pay 
said sum to the said Francis W. Hill, Jr. | 

DANIEL W. O’DONOGHUB, 

Jiistice. 

I 

From the above decree the plaintiff notes an appeal in 
open Court, cost bond or undertaking being fixed, in the 
sum of One Hundred Dollars ($100.00) or Fifty [Dollars 
($50.00) in cash in lieu of bond. | 

DANIEL W. O’DONOGHUEj, 

Justice, 

Memoranda. \ 

June 29, 1934.—$50 deposited by plaintiff in lieu c^f bond 
on appeal. Statement of Evidence filed. | 

30 Assignment of Errors. | 

I 

Filed June 29, 1934. 

* # * « * # « 


Frances M. Curry assigns the following errors 
bv the Court: 


con^mitted 


1. The Court erred in entering the final decree dismissing 

the bill. I 

2. The Court erred in not sustaining the bill and granting 

the relief therein prayed. I 

3. The Court erred in holding that the decree of c^ivorce 

referred to in the Findings of Fact was procured by | Fran¬ 
ces M. Curry with the knowledge that Spencer B. Cu^ry in¬ 
tended to marry Lillian Kraemer Curry, and that this con¬ 
stituted connivance on the part of said Frances M. |Curry 
and that she could not, therefore, be heard to complain as 
a result thereof. i 

4. The Court erred in holding that Frances M. Curify was 
in pari delicto with Spencer B. Curry, and that she d^d not, 
therefore, come into equity with clean hands, and th^t she 
was, therefore, estopped to impeach the decree of divorce 
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procured by her in the Second Judicial District Court of 
the State of Nevada in and for the County of Washoe, on 
the uround of iher own fraud and collusion upon that court. 

1 HILL, ROSS & HILL, 

By F. W. HILL, Jn., 

I Attonieys for AppcUani. 

Copy received this 29 dav of June, 1934. 

ilEXRY I. QUINX, 
i AUSTIN F. CANFIELD, 

Bv FRANK J. BURKART, 

Attorneys for Appellees. 

31 'Memoranda. 

July 13, 1934.—Statement of Evidence submitted. State¬ 
ment of Evidence signed in duplicate. 

Designation of Record. 

Filed June 29, 1934. 

# # * # • # 


Frances M. Curry, plaintiff, having perfected an appeal 
herein to the Court of Appeals of the District of Columbia 
on the 29th day of June, 1934, hereby requests the Clerk 
of the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia to pre¬ 
pare, at her expense, a transcript of the record on appeal, 
including therein the following papers and proceedings, 
namely: 

1. The bill of complaint for divorce. 

2. Answer of the defendant, Spencer B. Curry. 

3. Answer of the defendant, Lillian Kraemer Curry. 

4. Reply of' plaintiff to allegations of defendant with 
respect to the sums of money and values of the real estate 
and furniture transferred by him to the plaintiff. 

5. Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law. 

6. Final decree dismissing bill; appeal noted. 

7. Memorandum: Deposit of cash in lieu of cost bond 
on appeal filed by Frances M. Curry. 

8. Assignment of Errors. 
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9. Memorandum statement of evidence filed, submitted 
and settled. 1 

11, This Designation. j 

HILL, BOSS & HILlji, 

By F. W. HILL, Jr., 

Attorneys for Appellant, 

32 Copv received this 29 dav of June, 1934. 

HENRY I. QUINN, ! 

AUSTIN F. CANFIELri, 

By FEANK J. BURKART, j 

Attorneys for Apprises, 

i 

I 

33 Supreme Court of the District of Columbia., 

I 

United States of America, i 

District of Columbia, ss: | 

I 

I, Frank E. Cunningham, Clerk of the Supreme Clourt of 
the District of Columbia, hereby certify the foregoing 
pages numbered from 1 to 32, both inclusive, to be|a true 
and correct transcript of the record, according to directions 
of counsel herein filed, copy of which is made part of this 
transcript, in cause No. 54910 in Equity, wherein Francis 
M. Curry is Plaintiff and Spencer B. Curry et al. ajre De¬ 
fendants, as the same remains upon the files and of [record 
in said Court. 

In testimony whereof, I hereunto subscribe my naipe and 
affix the seal of said Court, at the City of Washington, in 
said District, this 15th day of October, 1934. 

[Seal Supreme Court of the District of Columbia'.] 

FRANK E. CUNNINGHAM, I 

Clerk, 

ALF G. BUHRMAN, I 

Asst, Clerk, \ 
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34 In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

Equity. No. 54,910. 

Frances M. Curry, R. F. D. No. 1, Berwyn, Md., Plaintitf, 

vs. 

Spencer B. Curry, Defendant; Lillian Kraemer Curry, 
Co-Defendant; Address of Both: 1841 Park Road, N. W., 
Washington, D. C. 

Statement of Evidence, 

Be it remembered that this cause came on for hearing 
before Mr. Justice O’Donoghue sitting in Equity Division 
No. 1 of the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia on 
the 25th day of May, 1934, on the pleadings, exhibits, and 
proofs; whereupon, the plaintitf, Frances M. Curry, was 
called as a witness on her own behalf, and being first dulv 
sworn, testified in substance as follows: 

That she was born in Falls Church, Virginia; her family 
thereafter moved to the District of Columbia; that she and 
the defendant Curry were married in the District of Co¬ 
lumbia in 1912. Without objection there was introduced 
into evidence, marked plaintiff’s exhibit No. 1, the mar¬ 
riage certificate, which certified the plaintitf, Frances M. 
Curry and the defendant, Spencer B. Curry, were married 
in the District of Columbia on the 12th dav of August, 1912. 
That after the' marriage they continued to live as husband 
and wife untili about January 5, 1929, up until which date 
the parties continued to reside in the District of Columbia; 
that on the 5th day of January, 1929, Mr. Curry left the 
house and did not return. (T.-3) That thereafter he started 
to pay her One Hundred and Fifty ($150.00) Dollars each 
month; that in the latter part of 1929 or 1930, she went 
to Florida for a visit and while there received a notice that 
One Hundred Dollars ($100.00) would be paid to her and 
nothing further until slie returned to Washington. (T.-3) 
That she then communicated with her attorney. After she 
returned to Washington, Mr. Curry absolutely re- 

35 fused to give her any money until such time as she 
would go and get an attorney and go to Reno and 

get a divorce. The parties then executed a written agree- 
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ment dated July 25, 1930, which said agreement 
troduced as evidence and reads as follows: 


was in- 


‘‘This agreement, made this 25th day of July, 1930, be¬ 
tween Spencer B. Curry, hereinafter called the ljusband, 
and Frances M. Curry, hereinafter called the w|fe, wit- 
nesseth: l 

Whereas, unhappy disputes have arisen betwejen said 
husband and wife, on account of which they are n^w sepa¬ 
rated and live apart, and intend to live apart frbm each 
other during the remainder of their natural lives, and 

Whereas, it is the desire of said husband and 'wife to 
settle, adjust and compromise all property questi(j)ns and 
rights, and the support of said wife by said husband. 

Now, therefore, this agreement witnesseth, that for and 
in consideration of the sum of One Dollar ($1.00) \>y each 
to the other paid, the receipt of which is acknowledged at 
and before the signing of these presents, as well as in con¬ 
sideration of the mutual covenants and agreements l^y each 
to be performed, and in settlement, adjustment anjd com¬ 
promise of all property questions and rights, the salid hus¬ 
band on his part agrees to pay to the said wife for her 
care and support on the first day of each and every! month 
hereafter the sum of One Hundred and Fifty ^(Dollars 
($150.00) for and during the period of her natural life 
and until her death or re-marriage, it being the junder- 
standing of the parties hereto, and the said husband so 
agrees with the said wife and she with him, that he will 
pay the said sum, aforesaid, and she will receive th(^ same 
in full satisfaction for her care and support from hfm the 
said husband during her natural life and until herj death 
or remarriage, notwithstanding the fact, however, <^f any 
divorce which the said wife mav obtain from the saild hus- 

V I 

band; and the said husband does herebv assign, cbnvev, 
transfer and set over unto the said wife all the household 
furniture in the residence now occupied by said wife, and 
has by good and sufficient deed of even date herewitfi con¬ 
veyed unto Helen Rawlings the home now occupied b^- said 
wife with the express stipulation that said Helen Raylings 
shall convey the same to said wife in consideration tfc^t the 
said wife does hereby release and discharge said husband 
from all further obligation of support and from all 'iother 
claims, rights and duties arising out of said marital! rela¬ 
tion except as herein before set out the said husband ixerein 
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agrees to pay said wife, notwithstanding any divorce which 
she may hereafter obtain, the sum of One Hundred and 
Fifty Dollars ($150.00) per month for her care and sup¬ 
port during the period of her natural life and until her 
death or re-marriage. Said parties mutually agree that 
each may freely sell or otherwise dispose of his or her own 
property by gift, deed or will, without in any wise en¬ 
cumbering the rights of the other, and each party is hereby 
barred from any and all rights or claims by way of dower, 
curtesy, inheritance, descent, distribution, or any other 
rights that may arise out of the said property. 

Each party releases and relinquishes to the other, and to 
the heirs, executors, administrators and assigns thereof, 
ail claims or rights of dower or inheritance in and to all 
the real property of the other whether now owned or here¬ 
after acquired. 

Each party also agrees, upon the request of the other, to 
execute i and acknowledge any and all deeds or in- 
36 struments of release or conveyance in order to en¬ 
able such other to sell, convey or otherwise dispose 
of his or her own real property, free from any apparent 
right of interest therein. 

In witness whereof the said wife and husband have set 
their hands and seals this 25th dav of July, 1930.” 

FRANCES B. CURRY, (seal.) 

SPENCER M. CURRY, (seal.) 

Witness: 

HENRY I. QUINN. 

WILLIAM E. LEAHY. 

Mr. Hill then called attention of the Court to that part 
of the said agreement which provides for the conveyance 
to Helen Rawlings. He then asked Mrs. Curry when it 
was agreed that the house would be conveyed to her, and 
she replied that it was not to be turned over to her until 
she got back from Reno and gotten a divorce. She went 
to Reno in August, 1930, and stayed there three months. 
Mr. Curry gave her a railroad ticket and One Hundred and 
Fifty Dollars ($150.00) one-half hour before her train left. 
Mr. Curry paid for her attorney in Reno and paid for the 
attorney who represented her in Washington. She stayed 
in Reno three months. While there she obtained a decree 
of divorce. At this point the decree of divorce was re¬ 
ceived without objection marked ‘‘Plaintiff’s exhibit No. 
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4’^ and recited among other things, that the decree was 
granted bv the Second Judicial District Court of the State 
of Nevada in and for the County of Washoe; thatjthe pro¬ 
ceedings came on for trial on November 13, 1930 before the 
Honorable Thomas F. Moran, District Judge; th^ decree 
recited further that the plaintitf appeared in pei^json and 
by her attorney, Ernest S. Brown, and that the defendant 
filed an answer and appeared by his attorney, M. Aj Diskin, 
but not in person; that no evidence was produced! 
mitted on behalf of the defendant, and the Couijt found 
that the plaintiff was entitled to a decree of divorbe abso- 
lutelv dissolving the bonds of matrimonv heretofore exist- 
ing between the said Prances M. Curry and Spejncer B. 
Curry, and the Court ordered that the marriage thpre-fore 
existing as aforesaid be forever dissolved, and tihat the 
same was therebv dissolved, and that each! of the 
37 parties were returned to the status of a sipgle or 
unmarried person, and that the said Spencer B. 
Curry should pay to Frances M. Curry the sum lof One 
Hundred and Fifty Dollars ($150.00) per month as per¬ 
manent alimonv. j 

After offering the decree, Mr. Hill called attei^tion to 
the Court of the fact that the defendant, Curry, ^lad his 
appearance entered in the Nevada proceedings. j 

The plaintiff testified further that up until thajt time, 
meaning August, 1930, she had never lived in Nevada and 
had never been there before; that she had alwayp lived 
in the District of Columbia prior to going to Renp; that 
after she got her divorce decree in Reno, she retuijned to 
the District of Columbia, Mr. Curry paying her railroad 
fare, and upon her return the real estate was deeded to 
her. That upon her return to Washington, Mr. Curry made 
monthly payments to her for about a year, that until 
about November or December, 1931, when he ceabed to 
make payments. That the plaintiff had no propertyj other 
than this house, the furniture therein, and the money] which 
Mr. Curry was paying her. At the time he ceased nfiaking 
the payments it was necessary for her to borrow h good 
deal of money from her sister and brother at different 
times; that the house, when given her, was subjecj: to a 
first trust of Eight thousand dollars ($8,000.00) aiid she 
borrowed Fifteen hundred Dollars ($1500.00) more thlereon, 
and secured it by giving back a second trust on thp real 

I 

1 

I 

i 
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estate. That' she does not recall when she borrowed that. 
She was not able to keep the pa^nnent up and it was finally 
foreclosed; she received nothing from the foreclosure sale. 
That subsequent to December, 1931, Mr. Curry never paid 
her anything, except that after this suit was filed he gave 
her one payment only of Fifty Dollars ($50.00). She knows 
the defendant, Lillian Kraemer Currv. That ^Mr. Currv 
never lived in Nevada, he never lived at any place other 
than the Distirict of Columbia and he still lives in the Dis¬ 
trict of Columbia; that she has known the defendant, Lil¬ 
lian Kraemer Currv for about ten vears. Thev were verv 
intimate friends. That Lillian Kraemer Curry spent 
38 a good portion of her time with the plaintiff and 
her husband while they were living together and that 
she became friendlv with Mr. Currv; that after the divorce 
at Reno was signed, the defendant Curry married Lillian 
Kraemer on 5th of February, 1931. At this stage of the 
proceedings there was introduced into evidence without 
objection by ithe defendant, a marriage license certifying 
that Spencer B. Curry and the co-defendant, Lillian Eliza¬ 
beth Kraemer were married February 5, 1931 in Fairfax 
County, State of Virginia; that after that marriage Spen¬ 
cer B. Curry and Lillian Kraemer Curry took up their 
residence in the Shoreham Hotel, thereafter moving with 
Lillian Kraemer Curry’s mother on Park Road, and are 
still living there as man and wife. Plaintiff testified fur¬ 
ther that she has no property and has no income and that 
part of the time she lives with her brother in the District 
and part of the time with her sister in Berwyn, Maryland; 
she spent one whole winter with her brother. That she is 
still a resident of the District of Columbia and never took 
up a permanent residence in Maryland. That after the 
payments of alimony stopped, she tried in every way to 
get a position and for a while sewed dresses, out of which 
she got an average of Seven or Eight Dollars ($7.00), 
($8.00) per week; that she recently held a temporary posi¬ 
tion with a Doctor in Bervwn, Maryland, for which she 
was getting Forty-two Dollars ($42.00) per month. When 
she married Mr. Curry he was in the Insurance business; 
he has been in that business since he was quite young; 
he had been with the Great National Insurance Company 
and before that with Mr. Edward S. Brashears. When the 
plaintiff and defendant Curry were living together he 
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earned from one source ($750.00) Seven Hunclred and 
Fifty Dollars a inonth. The plaintiff then put jinto evi¬ 
dence, without objection, two circulars showing jthat the 
defendant, Curry, is now in the Insurance business and 
that he and J. Stanley Long are now operating jas Long 
and Curry, and represent certain insurance comijanies in 
the District of Columbia; that two advertisements 
39 to the same effect were also put into evidence with¬ 
out objection. The plaintiff testified furtjier that 
prior to the marriage of Spencer B. Curry and Lillian 
Kraemer Curry, the latter was employed in the I^avy De¬ 
partment but that she is not employed now and between 
them the defendants have two automobiles. | 

On cross examination the plaintiff \vas then handed an¬ 
other written agreement marked defendant’s Exhibit No. 1, 

which w’as received in evidence and which reads as hollow’s: 

1 

“Whereas, unhappy differences have arisen between the 
undersigned husband and wife, and the undersigi;jed wife 
has threatened to institute proceedings for an iibsolute 
divorce against the undersigned husband; and 

“Whereas, the undersigned desires to enter into an agree¬ 
ment to settle any and all rights that each may have in the 
property of the other, in the event that a decree for | divorce 
is obtained by the undersigned wife, and to settle the 
amount which the undersigned husband is to pa\j to the 
said wife monthly as permanent alimony; and i 

“Whereas, the undersigned husband has retainec| Henry 
I. Quinn, to represent him as his Attorney, and the! under¬ 
signed wife has retained William E. Leahy to represent 
her as her Attorney: j 

“Now, therefore, the undersigned do each hereby au¬ 
thorize and direct said Attorneys in the event the! under¬ 
signed wife shall apply for and obtain an absolute divorce 
in anv Court, to cause to be inserted in said dectee for 
an absolute divorce a provision whereby the undersigned 
husband shall pay to the undersigned wife the sum jof One 
Hundred and Fifty ($150.00) Dollars, per month ks per¬ 
manent alimony for her support and maintenance «^o long 
as she shall remain unmarried, the said Attorneys to have 
full authority to authorize any other Attorney or Attor¬ 
neys representing the undersigned in any such pl’oceed- 
ing for divorce to insert such provision in such decree. 
And said Attorneys are further authorized and directed 
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to cause to be inserted in said decree a provision whereby 
tlie nndersi^^ned husband shall deed to the said wife all 
his ri«:ht, title and interest in Lot Sixty-two (62), Square 
Two Thousand One Hundred and Eleven (2111) in the City 
of Washington, now standing in the joint names of said 
husband and wife. 


“And to further insure the satisfaction of any such decree 
the undersigned husband agrees to execute the aforesaid 
deed simultaneously with the execution of this agreement, 
and to deliver the same in escrow to his Attorney, Henrv 
I. Quinn, to be delivered by said Henry I. Quinn to said 
wife upon the obtaining of a decree for absolute divorce 
as aforesaid.’’ 


40 


SPEXCER B. CURRY, [seal.] 

Husband. 


FRANCES H. CURRY, [seal.] 


25th day of July, 1930. 


TT"^7c. 


We accept the conditions of the above: 

HENRY I. QUINN, 
Attorney for Spencer B. Curry. 
WILLIAM E. LEAHY, 

! Attorney for Frances M. Curry.^* 


That she signed the latter agreement in Mr. William E. 
Leahy’s office^, he being her attorney. Mr. Quinn then called 
to the plaintiff’s attention her original bill of complaint, 
paragraph 8 reading “That at the time of the execution of 
the aforesaid separation agreement, which referred to 
plaintiff’s exhibit No. 3, the said defendant, meaning Mr. 
Cuny, desired that a divorce be secured by the plaintiff so 
that Mr. Curry could marry the co-defendant, meaning the 
present Mrs. Curry,” and then asked her if she, the plain¬ 
tiff, did not know that Curry intended to marry the then 
Miss Kraemer when the plaintiff got her Reno divorce, to 
which she replied that she was not sure whether or not 
he was going to marry her; that he did not tell her. That 
she would not admit she knew that Curry intended to marry 
Miss Kraemer when she got her Reno divorce. She was 
then asked by Mr. Quinn where she got the aforesaid infor¬ 
mation which was put in her bill of complaint and she re¬ 
plied that she did not know she e^^er made that statement. 
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Mr. Quinn then showed her the bill of complaint j^nd the 
lani’-uag'e therein and tlie followinji,* transpired: | 

I 

Q. “I will show you a copy of the bill of complalint and 
call your attention to its language: ‘That at the ^ime of 
the execution of the aforesaid separation agreement, the 
said defendant desired that a divorce be secured'by the 

I • 

plaintiff/ meaning you, ‘so that he could marry tiie said 
co-defendant!’ A. Well, I supposed that was what he was 
going to do. I had no positive proof of it, tljey had 
41 been very intimate friends. I 

Q. “And you felt he was going to marriy her? 
A. I felt that he would, which he did. | 

Q. “You felt that he would, which he did? A. Y(js sir.” 

1 

That after the divorce she received One hundred aiid fifty 
dollars ($150.00) from IMr. Curry until the Great National 
Insurance Company, of which he was Vice-Presidenj:, went 
into the hands of receivers in this Court in December, 1931, 
and that month she received Seventy-five Dollars ($75.00) 
from him. In March, 1932, she had her attorneys, Mr. 
Leahy and Mr. Reilly bring a suit in the Municipal Court 
against Mr. Curry for Five hundred and twenty-fi\^e Dol¬ 
lars ($525.00) on account of the alimony instalments of the 
provisions of the separation agreement, and obtained a 
judgment against him in that Court; that after the death 
of the present Mrs. Spencer Curry’s father, at whicp time 
the Great National Insurance Company had faile^, Mr. 
Curry and his present wife moved into her mother’sjhome, 
and they are still living there. j 

Whereupon, to further maintain the issues, the plaintiff 
called as a witness in her behalf Robert Mitchell Miller, 
who testified he was a brother of the plaintiff and kn^w the 
defendant; that he had recently been in Curry’s office |in the 
Barr Building; that said defendant is engaged in tljie In¬ 
surance business, trading under the firm name of Lonjg and 
Curry, and that four girls were working there. Prior to 
the time the plaintiff went to Reno he had a talk witt Mr. 
Curry about January or February, 1930, during which 
he told the witness that he could not stand Frances ’ a(^tions 
any longer. He asked Mr. Curry why he had quit piying, 
to which Mr. Curry replied he would not pay Frances any 
more money until she accepted his agreement, which c^gree- 
ment was that Frances was to go to Reno and get ja di- 
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vorce, after which he would pay her One hundred and 
42 fifty dollars ($150.00) a month; that it was not the 
intention of Currv to let his wife look after herself 
or the witness to look after her, but it was his intention to 
force her to go to Reno. There was no cross-examination. 

Whereupon counsel for the defendant moved to dismiss 
the bill. The motion was argued and the Court announced 
it would sign a decree dismissing the bill of complaint, to 
which ruling the plaintitf noted an exception. 

The foregoing is the substance of all the testimony given 
in the course of the trials, and the exceptions above men¬ 
tioned were severally taken prior to the rendering of said 
verdict and were noted by the presiding Justice at the trial 

on his minutes at the times the same were severally taken 

•> 

as aforesaid, and at the request of counsel for the plaintiff, 
this statement of evidence is by the Court signed and sealed 
in duplicate this 13th day of July, 1934, nunc pro tunc, and 
hereby made a part of the record of this cause. 

DANIEL W. O’DONOGHUE, 

Justice, 

We agreeiupon the foregoing statement of evidence. 

F. W. HILL, Jr., 

Attorney for Plaintiff, 
HENRY 1. QUINN, 

AUSTIN F. CANFIELD, 

Attorneys for Defendant, 

Endorsed on cover: District of Columbia Supreme 
Court. No. 6339. Frances M. Curry, Appellant, vs. Spen¬ 
cer B. Curry and Lillian Kraemer Curry. United States 
Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia. Filed Oct. 
15, 1934. Henry W. Hodges, Clerk. 
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